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REMARKS 



The Examiner has rejected claims 41 under 35 U.S.C. §112. In addition, the 
Examiner has rejected claims 1 through 6, 8 through 10, 20 through 25, 27 through 29 
and 39 through 46 under 35 U.S.C. §102. Lastly, the Examiner has rejected claims 7, 1 1 
through 19, 26 and 30 through 38 under 35 U.S.C. §103. In response to the above 
rejection, the Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner to reconsider the pending 
rejection in view of the above amendments and the following remarks. 



The Section 112 Rejection 



The Examiner has rejected claims 41 under 35 U.S.C. §112, Second Paragraph. 
The Examiner has pointed out in claim 41 that the limitation, "the directories" lacks 
proper antecedent basis. However, claim 41 also explicitly recites that "the serialized 
document is converted into files and directories prior to said transferring task." In fact, 
the alleged limitation, "the directories" is recited subsequently to the above quoted 
recitation. For this reason, the Applicant respectfully submits to the Examiner that the 
alleged rejection basis is not substantiated. Thus, the AppUcant also respectfiilly submits 
to the Examiner that the pending rejection of claim 41 under 35 U.S.C. §112, Second 
Paragraph should be withdrawn. 



The Section 102 Rejection 



The Examiner has rejected claims 1 through 6, 8 through 10, 20 through 25, 27 
through 29 and 39 through 46 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by the 
Weisshaus et al. reference. According to the Examiner, the Weisshaus et al. reference 
discloses every subject matter limitation of the allegedly rejected claims. Although the 
Applicant do not necessarily agree with the Examiner's characterization of the Weisshaus 
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et al. reference, independent claims have been amended to overcome the pending 
rejections. 

Newly amended independent claims 1, 20 and 39 each explicitly recite "the first 
predetermined serialized format includes first document content and first property 
information, the second predetermined serialized format including second document 
content and second property information, the first property information arbitrarily 
assigned and flexibly being corresponded to the second property information." In other 
words, the property information is "arbitrary assigned" and "flexibly corresponded to" 
between two systems. 

In sharp contrast to the above quoted patentable features of the current invention 
as explicitly recited in independent claims, the Weisshaus et al. reference discloses an 
archive system called "tar." The archive system generates an archive that includes a 
specified collection of individual files called members. The generated archive can be 
later manipulated so that a member file is extracted or a new file is added. Ultimately, 
the archived file member is transferred to a specified device including a tape drive. 

In any case, the disclosures of the Weisshaus et al. reference are strictly limited to 
under the rigid requirements of GNU/Linux or Unix Operating Systems. Although the 
portability of the archives is discussed in the section called "Controlling the Archive 
Format," the portability is generally limited to five versions of Unix. Outside the 
Unix/Linux system, the file system must be compatible. For example, the tar archive 
system to be compatible with MSDOS, the file name should not rely on the case 
distinction of the file names as well as certain characters such as colons, slashes and 
spaces in the file names. However, the Weisshaus et al. reference stresses "the golden 
rule of simplicity" for portability in the same section. 



14 



DOCKET NO.: RCOH-1042 PATENT 
Serial No.: 10/090,364 
Page -15- 

Amdt. dated June 6, 2005 

Response to Office Action of March 8, 2005 

The Weisshaus et al. reference is lacking any other disclosures on handling of 
incompatible "property information" between two file systems. As the above quoted 
patentable features of the current invention as explicitly recite in independent claims 1, 
20 and 39, "the first property information [is] arbitrarily assigned and flexibly 
corresponded to the second property information" so that two document management 
systems can utilize the same document. In other words, the current invention as 
explicitly recited in newly amended independent claims 1, 20 and 39 is patentably 
distinct and not anticipated by the Weisshaus et al. reference. 

Dependent claims 2 through 6, 8 through 10, 21 through 25, 27 through 29 and 40 
through 46 ultimately depend fi*om either one of newly amended independent claims 1, 
20 and 39 and incorporate the above discussed patentable features of the current 
invention. Thus, the Applicant respectfully submits to the Examiner that the rejections of 
claims 1 through 6, 8 through 10, 20 through 25, 27 through 29 and 39 through 46 under 
35 U.S.C. §102(b) should be withdrawn. 

The Section 103 Rejection 

The Examiner has rejected claims 7, 11 through 19, 26 and 30 through 38 under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over the Weisshaus et al. reference in view of the 
Hacker reference. Dependent claims 7, 11 through 19, 26 and 30 through 38 ultimately 
depend fi-om either one of newly amended independent claims 1, 20 and 39 and 
incorporate the above discussed patentable features of the current invention. 

As discussed above with respect to the section 102 rejections, the Weisshaus et al. 
reference is lacking any other disclosures on handling of incompatible "property 
information" between two file systems. As the above quoted patentable features of the 
current invention as explicitly recite in independent claims 1, 20 and 39, "the first 
property information [is] arbitrarily assigned and flexibly corresponded to the second 



15 



DOCKET NO.: RCOH-1042 PATENT 
Serial No.: 10/090,364 
Page -16- 

Amdt. dated June 6, 200S 

Response to Office Action of March 8, 2005 

property information" so that two document management systems can utilize the same 
document. 

The Hacker reference discloses that a tar archive is restored from a database to 
another database. However, the Hacker reference fails to disclose, teach or suggest "the 
first property information being arbitrarily assigned and flexibly corresponded to the 
second property information" between the document management systems. Thus, the 
Applicants respectfully submits to the Examiner that the rejections of claims 7, 11 
through 19, 26 and 30 through 38 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) should be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

In view of the above remarks and attachments, the Applicants respectfully 
submits that all of the pending claims are in condition for allowance and respectfully 
request a favorable Oflfice Action so indicating. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: June 6, 2005 




KNOBLE YOSHIDA & DUNLEAVY LLC 
Eight Penn Center, Suite 1350 
1628 John F. Kennedy Blvd. 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 599-0600 
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